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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Modernization remains critical to the future of the United States Army. Although
procurement dollars are not projected to increase for several years, we continue to
develop new systems by leveraging and adapting technology from the private sector.
Improvements to our existing systems are the best way to achieve the greatest re-
turns for scarce resources and to leverage technology to the extent possible.

Statement by The Honorable Togo West Jr. to
House Appropriation Committee, March 30,1995

Introduction derstanding of this process is critical to the

execution of any modification and upgrade
This chapter provides a clear understandingrogram. Section five is the heart of the chap-
of the Army’s current modifications and up- ter. This section addresses the current Army
grades process. The Army defines modifi-guidelines for the material developer. The
cations and upgrades in the same manner éigal section addresses new initiatives in the
the OSD. The Army’s modification and up- modifications and upgrades process. The
grade policies, like the DoD, have undergonérmy’s policies on modifications and up-
major changes in the last two years. Thesgrades continue to be dynamic and evolv-
were due, not only to Change 1 of DoDling. These traits ensure these policies keep
5000.2, but DoD’s recent drive to stream-pace with the environment in which they
line the acquisition process. must operate.

This chapter is divided into six sections. Firs&Environment

is a discussion of the environment that has

shaped the Army'’s current policy and deci-Today the U.S. Army faces the challenging
sion process. The second section explainsission of maintaining “land force domi-
why the Army conducts modifications and nance” in an ever changing world. The
upgrades. The third section provides the defiArmy’s fundamental charter, as Secretary of
nition of key terms used in the modificationthe Army West, stated “...is to win our
and upgrade process. Section four covers theation’s war and to protect its vital intere'st.”
Army'’s force development process. The un-The environment in which the Army

3-1



finds itself has changed in three basic waysArmy has moved from a large “forward pres-
First, the strategic environment in which theence” force in Europe and elsewhere to a
Army is developing and producing weapon“power projection” force based in the U.S.
systems today differs greatly from the worldWeapon system development has changed
of only a few short years ago. Second, thérom a design and development cycle, fo-
expectations and plans at the end of the Coldused on remaining inside the development
War prove inaccurate for land force require-cycle of former Soviet Union, to a program
ments. Third, the expected reductions inbased on continuous modernizatfon.
funding prove to be even greater in the ar-
eas of research, development and procureéds the Cold War ended, the Bottom Up Re-
ment. view (BUR)started by the DoD hoped to re-
shape military force for the post-Cold War
The U.S. no longer faces a well defined andvorld. The BUR designed a force with em-
technologically sophisticated threat posed byhasis on air and sea forces in anticipation
a single massive power, the former Soviebf fewer land force requiremert3his an-
Union. The threats against which the U.Sticipated requirement for fewer ground
designs and builds weapon systems are oferces proved to be inaccurate, given the
ten unpredictable and numerous, because ofission of today’s Army. The Army is now
access to a worldwide sophisticated weapfaces the challenge of meeting increased re-
ons market. Such changes in the threat forcepiirements for troop deployment with a
changes in doctrine, force deployment angmaller force structure. The effect on the
weapon system development. The U.SArmy was a 300 percent increase in opera-
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Figure 3-1. Army Total Obligation Authority Trend
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tional deployments since 198%he increase revisit its modernization process. The Army

in deployments coupled with a higher readi-can longer afford business as usual in the

ness requirement, has had a predictable imarea of modernization.

pact on the Army’s investment accounts,

given a fixed overall budget. The Army modernization focus is no longer
about systems; it is about capabilitiekhe

Because of the Cold War ending, funding im-days of the major new starts have all but

pacts are quite dramatic. The Army’s totalended. The Army’s predominant method of

obligation authority (TOA) (constant FY 96 modernization of its equipment, in the near

dollars) has fallen 39 percent from FY89 tofuture, will be by modifications and up-

FY96° These reductions are projected togrades.

continue until at least FY99 when the total

reduction in TOA will have reached at leastArmy Perspective

44 percent since FY89Most of the Army

reductions occurred in the investment ac-The reasons for modifications or upgrades

counts. Procurement funds were reducedre as varied as the sources, but they all have

from 14.4 billion dollars in FY89 to a pro- one thing in common; they correct an iden-

jected 7.1 billion by FY99.The research, tified deficiency. The correction of an iden-

development test and evaluation (RDT&E)tified deficiency may take the form of any

account is projected to be 3.7 billion by FY990of the following:

down from a FY89 figure of 5.1 billioh.

These funding reductions force the Army to e Changes in performance
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e Changes in interface Definitions

e Compatibility In discussing the process of modifications
and upgrades, it is important to have a com-
e Correction of deficiency mon point of reference. Such a common ref-
erence point must be based on a common
e Operational or Logistics understanding of the terms being used to
describe the process. The lack of this under-
e Production stoppage standing was very evident in the individuals
interviewed. In most cases the terms are used
e Costreductions interchangeably without regard for the im-

pact on required documentation.
e Safety
® Horizontal Technology Integration
e \Value Engineering (HTI): Provides for the application of com-
mon technology across multiple systems or
The bulk of the Army’s modifications anditems to improve the warfighting capability
upgrades is in the area of performance inof the force. It is a modernization require-
provement? Confirmation of this fact by the ment and acquisition process that simulta-
Army’s Material Change Information Sys-neously integrates technology into different
tem shows performance improvements agveapon systens.
count for over 70 percent of the funding spent
for weapon system modifications or up- ® Host SystemAsystem or end item that
grades! includes (but is not limited to) tracked and
wheeled vehicles, aircraft, watercraft, mis-
Suggestions for modifications and upgradesiles, ammunition, communication equip-
can originate from industry, an allied couniment or medical equipment designated to
try or the DoD. Interviews with senior Army accept a mounted system or end item. The
leadership ranked the material developer atst system program retains configuration
industry as the primary source for modificacontrol of the single system resulting from
tions and upgrades. This, on the surfacéhe combination of the two (host and
would seem to be counter to the Army’s usenounted) systeri.
driven enhanced requirement process, but
material developer and industry do under- ® Mounted System:A subsystem/end
stand the state of given technology. item designated to be incorporated into a
host/end item. The mounted system program
Modification and upgrade programs offer theffice normally retains configuration control
additional advantage of more accurate pr@ver its item but does not retain configura-
jection of resource requirements. Studieton control over the single system resulting
have shown product life extension programisom the combination of the host and
are ten times more effective at predictingnounted systems.
funding requirements than new production.
® Combat Developer(CBTDEV):Com-
mand or agency that formulates doctrine,
concepts, organizations, material require-
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ments and objectives. Represent the usérhe Enhanced Concept-Based Requirement
community in the material acquisition pro- System (ECBRS), and its accompanying
cesst® mission area analysis, are the CBTDEV’s
current processes for determining battlefield
e Component Modernization: A pro- requirements. The ECBRS is the latest evo-
cess by which a part, subassembly, assentdtion of the Concept-Based Requirement
bly or accessory is replaced by an improved®system(CBRS) developed in the 1970s. An
item when the old version fails. Form, fit, ECBRS is the Army’s disciplined approach
function and support requirements of theto identify and prioritize doctrine, training,
component are changéd. leader development, organization, material,
and now, science and technology initiatives
e Materiel Developer: Research, devel- (S&T) in support of the National Military
opment and acquisition command or agencytrategy (NMS). The ECBRS moves away
assigned mission area responsibility for thdrom the Cold War approach of the CBRS
system under development or productibn. by emphasizing time and resource con-
straints.
e Block Moadification: A grouping of
modifications for the purpose of achieving The ECBRS is a three stage process. Stage
economies in funds, personnel, equipmeni begins with strategic guidance in the NMS,
and time with the additional benefit of im- DPG, Total Army Plan, CINCs’ Integrated
proved configuration management. A blockPriority Lists and the Army Modernization
modification includes several modifications Plan (AMP), from which the Army devel-
in engineering, procurement and/or applicaops its vision. Headquarters, Training and
tion that are managed as a single modificaboctrine Command (TRADOC) issue guid-
tion.® ance based on analysis of the strategic guid-
ance to the branches and proponents for the
e Pre-planned Product Improvement initiation and execution of the ECBRS cycle.
(P3I): Planned future evolutionary improve-
ment of developmental systems for whichin stage 2, the branch or proponent schools
design considerations are accomplished dudevelop their individual vision of the future
ing development to enhance future applicabattlefield. They determine the critical

tion of projected technologdy. battlefield system within their area of re-
sponsibility. This is the phase in which the
Force Development Process material developer and the technology base

provide inputs to the ECBRS. The technol-
The Army’s force development process is theogy base conduit is the Battle Labs (BLS).
important first step of the modification and The PMs and Materiel Commands use the
upgrade process. This process, coupled witiRADOC System Manager as entry into the
the Army’s Scientific and Technology com- ECBRS during this stage. The branch or pro-
munities, provides the requirements, prior-ponent schools identify the critical battle-
ity, funding guidance and promising tech-field system issues and determine required
nologies to the force development processcapabilities. Material solution approvals are
This process is especially important for allone major component of this review process.
upgrades since they return to Milestone 0 fo6Selection of acquisition alternatives for
evaluation. material solutions occur in the
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Figure 3-3. Enhanced Concept-Based Requirements System

following order: product improvement, nonfor each prograrf This allows the MDA,
development item and new developmenfor ACAT Il programs, the opportunity to
Examination of the alternative must includaise an updated requirements document in-
an evaluation of LCCs, affordability andstead of a new ORD. The branch or propo-
force structure implementation. CBTDEVsnent schools also develop a prioritized list
are responsible for the development or upf all modifications and upgrades for
dating the system requirement documentaveapon systems within their area of respon-
tion. Initially, all major modifications, ACAT sibility. The schools forward the require-

I and Il, had to have a new ORD addressingnent capabilities to TRADOC for integra-
the modification or upgrad@ ACAT Il or tion.

IV programs could use an updated require-

ment documert The approval process, for During stage 3, TRADOC conducts an ana-
ACAT | or Il, could take up to a year de-lytical assessment of the current modern-
pending on the level of final approval. How-ization strategy through a process called
ever, a recent memorandum signed by MkVarfighting Lens Analysis(WFLA). The
Noel Longuemare, Principal DeputyWFLA identifies systems that provide the
USD(A&T), has authorized the MDA, for best required capabilities based on their
ACAT II, Ill and IV programs, greater lati- synergistic effect on the battlefield. The
tude in streamlining the acquisition procesECBRS products are input into the Long-
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MILESTONE
DESIGNATION AU-
ACAT SELECTION CRITERIA THORITY DECISION
AUTHORITY
e A program not classified as highly Sensitive by the ® Under Secretary of Defense o ACATID - Under Secretary
Secretary of Defense that has: (Acquisition) of Defense (Acquisition)
e Been designated by the Under Secretary of ® Acquisition category | ® ACATIC - DoD Compo-
Defense (Acquisition) as an acquisition category programs are further nent Head or, if del-
I program or is designated by the Under egated, the DoD
ee Estimated by the Under Secretary to require: Secretary of Defense Component Acquisition
| —An eventual expenditure for research, Acq9|§|tlon as §|ther .
development, test, and evaluation of more requiring decision by the:
than $200 Million in fiscal year 1980 constant ee Under Secretary - ACATID
dollars (approximately $300 million in fiscal
year 1990 constant dollars); or ee Component Head -
. ACATIC
—An eventual expenditure for procurement of
more than $1 billion in fiscal year 1980
constant dollars (approximately $1.8 billion in
fiscal year 1990 constant dollars).
® A program not meeting the criteria for category | ® DoD Component Head or if e Executive
that has:
athas delegated, the Dpp_ DoD Component Head or,
®eBeen designated by the DoD Component Head Component Acquisition if delegated, the DoD
as an acquisition category Il or is Executive Component Acquisition
ee Estimated by the DoD Component Head to
require:
] = An eventual expenditure for research,
development, test, and evaluation of more
than $75 million in fiscal year 1980 constant
(approximately $115 million in fiscal year
1990 constant dollars); or
—An eventual expenditure for procurement of
more than $300 million in fiscal year 1980
constant dollars (approximately $540 million
in fiscal year 1990 constant dollars).
I ® Programs not meeting the criteria for category | ® DoD Component Acquisi- e Executive
and |l that have been designated category Il by tion Executive
the DoD Component Acquisition Executive. Lowest _Ievel deemed
appropriate by the
v ® All other acquisition programs for which the eDoD Component Acquisi- ® designation authority
milestone decision authority should be delegated tion Executive
to a level below that required for category IIl. Lowest _Ievel deemed
appropriate by the

Figure 3-4. Acquisition Categories (ACAT) and Milestone Decision Authority

Range Research, Development and Acqubranch or proponent assessment.

sition Plan (LRRDAP) by proposing revi-

sions to the AMP and the Army ScienceThe DA Deputy Chief of Staff for Opera-
and Technology Master Plan (ASTMP).tions and Plans (DCSOPS), in close coor-
Each ECBRS includes programmatic dataglination with the Office of the Secretary of
based on the schools’ assessments and tAemy for Research, Development and Ac-
TRADOC WFLA; and a prioritization of quisition (OSARDA), develops the AMP.
modifications and upgrades based on th&he AMP translates the modernizatiosion
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into a strategy for near, mid-term and long-modification program is the close and ef-
term modernization. The AMP links future fective coordination between the material
joint warfighting capabilities with the developer (producer) and CBTDEV (cus-
Army’s modernization objectives. The AMP, tomer). The material developer receives a
as the principle product of the ECBRS, codiproposal for modification from any source.
fies programs and major modification or up-They take the proposal and conducts a study
grades required by the LRRDAP and Pro-on the feasibility of the modification. If the
gram Objective Memorandum (POM). change addresses only contractual factors,
the material developer is the sole approv-
The approval, of modifications and up- ing authority. The originator receives all re-
grades, is the critical first step in the pro-jection proposals with a rationale for the ac-
cess. The material developer’s understandion. Proposals that affect form, fit, func-
ing and execution of the modification andtion and logistics supportability are jointly
upgrade process is the means in which theeviewed by the material developer and
soldier receives the material solution to anCBTDEV. Rejected proposals follow the

operational deficiency. same process as above. For ACAT | or I
level maodification, the CBTDEV and ma-
Guidance and Execution terial developer forward the recommenda-

tions to the DA for approval and priori-
The Army handles maodifications differently tization. Approval action for ACAT | or joint
than upgrades. Guidance on modificationsnterest ACAT Il belongs with the JROC for
is under the control of the OSARDA, while approval. Approval and prioritization of
DCSOPS controls upgrade guidance. Thé&CAT Il and IV modifications belong to
Army’s modification guidance has evolved the CBTDEYV level. When either DCSOPS
from an Interim Operating Instructions or the CBTDEYV validates, prioritizes and
(I0I), September 1990, to a newly written funds the modification, it is returned to
guidance letter, dated 26 July 1994. The fimaterial developer for execution.
nal version will be published in DA PAM
70-3, expected in mid 1995. The 10l refer-The Acquisition Strategy (AS) is the PM’s
ence to upgrade guidance is not included iwontrolling document for all modifications.
either the modification guidance letter or theThe AS contains the framework for plan-
final version of the DA PAM. OSARDA, ning and managing the acquisition program.
acquisition policy writers for the Army, be- The modification portion of the AS includes
lieve upgrades, because of the requiremergll modifications approved and prioritized
to return to Milestone 0, are under the overby CBTDEV. The material developer is re-
sight of the DCSOPS. To date, there is nsponsible for the integration of all approved
formal guidance on upgrades frommodifications on the program. The AS re-
DCSOPS to the field. The lack of formal places the System Improvement Plan as the
guidance, coupled with the fact that thecontrolling document for modifications.
material developer does not control all theThe AS is the key building block for the
assets needed to change, makes modificdnrtegrated Program Summary (IPS).
tion and upgrade programs more challeng-
ing than new starts. Major modifications, ACAT I, milestones

are approved at Defense or Army Acquisi-
The guiding principle behind the Army’s tion Executive (AAE) levels, unless del-
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LIFE CYCLE SYSTEM MANAGEMENT MODEL (LCSMM)

1
PHASE 0 PHASE PHASE I PHASE Il PHASE IV
Lcsum [ DETERMINATION | concepr ENGINEERING & | PRODUCTION N OPERATIONS
PHASES | yussioh Nggp | EXPLORATION [DEMONSTRATION[MANUFACTURING| & |\ &
&DEFINTION | & VALIDATION | DEVELOPMENT | DEPLOYMENT | "\sUPPORT
REQUIREMENT . lINS—>|  ORDISTAR >
DOCUMENTS
DECISION
DOCUMENTS
HUMAN SYSTEM
INTEGRATION
(H)
DECISION
REVIEWS
US0 US| WS us i WS IV
DECISION POINTS CONCEPT ~  CONCEPT  DEVELOPMENT  PRODUCTION  MAJOR
(MILESTONES-HS) STUDIES ~ DEMONSTRATION  APPROVAL APPROVAL  MODIFICATION
APPROVAL __ APPROVAL APPROVAL"
TESTING AR O ION | ¢—— DTE&OTE — > FoTIPT

ADM - ACQUISITION DECISION MEMORANDUM
ASARC - ARMY SYSTEM ACQUISITION REVIEW COUNCIL
CBRS - CONCEPT BASED REQUIREMENT SYSTEM
CEP - CONCEPT EVALUATION PROGRAM

DAB - DEFENSE ACQUISITION BOARD

DTE - DEVELOPMENTAL TEST & EVALUATION

FOT - FOLLOW-ON OPERATIONAL TEST

FUE - FIRST UNIT EQUIPPED

HSIP - HUMAN SYSTEM INTEGRATION PLAN

10C - INITIAL OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY

IPA - INTEGRATED PROGRAM ASSESSMENT

IPR - IN PROCESS REVIEW

IPS - INTEGRATED PROGRAM SUMMARY

JROC - JOINT REQUIREMENTS OVERSIGHT COUNCIL

MAA - MISSION AREA ANALYSIS

MNS - MISSION NEED STATEMENT

OFT - OPERATIONAL FEASIBILITY TEST

ORD - OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS DOCUMENT
OTE - OPERATIONAL TEST & EVALUATION

PQT - PRODUCTION QUALIFICATION TEST

STAR - SYSTEM THREAT ASSESSMENT REPORT
TFT - TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY TEST

* DEPENDING ON THE DOLLAR VALUE AND IMPORTANCE, A MAJOR MODIFICATION
AT MILESTONE IV MAY TAKE THE PROJECT BACK IN THE LCSMM TO A LOWER
PHASE OR MILESTONE. THE MAJOR MODIFICATION WOULD CONTINUE THROUGH
THE LCSMM, ACCOMPLISHING ALL THE REQUIREMENTS OF EACH PHASE AND
MILESTONE AS APPLICABLE.

Figure 3-5. Life Cycle System Management Model (LCSMM)

egated lower. These programs require &®ecause of the point of entry into the Life-
Milestone IV decision with all it's accom- Cycle Systems Management Model
panying documentation. ACAT II, Il and (LCSMM). Upgrades return to Milestone O
IV approvals are normally at the AAE, PEOfor evaluation and are treated, for the most
or System Command level. The currentpart, as a new start. In theory, upgrade pro-
policy for ACAT II, lll and IV system docu- grams require an even closer and more ef-
mentation states the material developefective coordination between the material
should only prepare the documents necesdeveloper and CBTDEV. Upgrade pro-
sary to obtain a favorable milestone deci-grams are usually driven by changes in mis-
sion2*This provides the material developersion needs since the item is no longer in
the maximum flexibility in the preparation production. Once the CBTDEV validates
of the IPS. This does not relieve the functhe mission need and updates the ORD, the
tional support staff at the milestone deci-upgrade is returned to the material devel-
sion level from preparing an integrated pro-oper for action at the appropriate milestone
gram assessment. decision level and phase of the LCSMM.
For ACAT | and Il programs, a Special Task
Upgrades are different from modifications Force or Special Study Group normally con
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ducts Phase 0, concept exploration. Acquisition and combat development com-
munities easily understand the funding
The Engineering Change Proposal (ECPjuidance for modifications and upgrades.
process is used to formalize and incorpo-The type of funding (color of money) used
rate approved modifications and upgradeso accomplish the change is based on two
into the systems technical data packagefactors. Does the change increase the dem-
Theseapproved changes are applied toonstrated performance envelope and is the
fielded systems in three ways, dependingnd item in production? The RDT&E funds
on the nature of the change. First, comwill be used to finance redesign of an item
ponent modernization is the method into increase the current demonstrated perfor-
which subassemblies are improved andnance envelop€.This includes both sys-
fielded through the supply system as partems in production and the operational in-
of the normal replenishment system.ventory?® Procurement funds are used to
Form, fit, function and support require- procure the kits and install them for sys-
ments of a component cannot changdems in and out of productidhNon-recur-
when using this method. The secondring engineering, for the changes that do not
method is the use of the Equipment Im-increase the performance envelope, use dif-
provement Recommendation Digest Techferent colors of money based on system pro-
nical Bulletin to allow the user to accom- duction status. Procurement funds are used
plish minor alterations on the fielded sys-for non-recurring engineering if the system
tem. These minor alterations must be acis in productior?® Systems out of produc-
complished in less than two hours and bdion use operations and maintenance, Army
within the capability of the using unit. The (OMA) funds, to pay for non-recurring en-
third method is the retrofit of fielded sys- gineering?® The use of two definable crite-
tems by an application of a Modification ria, to determine the color of money re-
Work Order (MWQO). These MWOs are quired to accomplish a material change, has
used whether the change is applied in theimplified the funding portion of the up-
field, depot or contractor’s facility. There grade and modification process.
are three classifications of MWOs: emer-
gency, urgent and routine. EmergencyThe test and evaluation policy for modifi-
MWOs have the highest priority and im- cations and upgrades are, in theory, even
mediate deadlinanot capable of perform- clearer than the guidance for funding. The
ing its operational mission, all affected sys-draft Army Regulation (AR) 73-1, sched-
tems. They require the material developewuled for publication in mid 1995, focuses
and CBTDEYV to reallocate funding. Emer- the testing program level based solely on
gency MWOs are used to correct immedi-the impact of the change on the operational
ate operational/safety conditions and mustommunity. Changes, after Milestone llI,
be applied when the kit is available. Urgentresponding to changes in new or revised op-
MWOs are used when the condition is lessrational requirement, or &Ro fill an ex-
critical but operational restriction must beisting operational requirement, must have
applied to the system. Urgent MWOs mustan independent development and opera-
be applied as soon as practicable but ndional evaluation to support the decision to
later than two years. Routine MWOs ad-apply the chang&.This is not the only in-
dress all other factors and must be appliedtance there this level of independent de-
within four years. velopment and operational evaluation will



APPLICABLE
APPROPRIATION

RDTE

PROCUREMENT

OMA

PROGRAM STATUS

IN PRODUCTION

MODIFICATION FUNDING TABLE
(Appropriation vs Program Status)

OUT OF PRODUCTION

Increase to the then
current performance
envelope.

No increase to the
then current
performance envelope.

Increase to the then
current performance
envelope.

No increase to the
then current
performance envelope.

YES NO YES NO
Non-Recurring Non-Recurring

Cost Cost

YES YES YES YES

Recurring Cost

Non-Recurring
and Recurring
Cost

Recurring Cost

Recurring Cost

NO

NO

NO

YES

Non-Recurring
Cost

Figure 3-6. Modification Funding Table

occur. If the CBTDEYV feels the change hasmpact. In theory, the need for and inten-
an operational impact, the request is sent teity of testing required to support the deci-
the Test Integration Work Group (TIWG) sion is weighted against the impact of in-
principals for additional testing. The TIWG corporating the change.

will determine the level of independent de-

velopment and operational evaluationThe management of modifications and up-
needed to support the decision to apply thgrades at the program level is, for the most
change. The material developer has the repart, the same as a new start. Modification
sponsibility to determine the level of test- and upgrade programs build on the existing
ing needed to support the decision to applgtructure of the original program. Configu-
changes that do not have an operationaiation control, integrated logistic support,



information systems and business managegsrograms: HTI, Operating and Support Cost
ment are normally modeled along the sam&eduction Program (OSCR), and Warfighter
design of the base program. These areas aRapid Acquisition Program (WRAP). These
able to maximize the management commonthree programs are designed to provide the
ality between the old and new systems. Thérmy the latest technology, across the great-
modification and upgrade programs’ engi-est number of systems, at the lowest LCC
neering design is not as lucky. Such designand with a limited initial investment.
are constrained by the existing systems de-
sign and accessibility. For example, desigrHTI is one of the Army’s five enabling strat-
changes to the Army’s TOW missile are lim-egies for modernization. The goal of HTI is
ited by original design of the missile that to rapidly exploit leading edge technologies
restricts access only to internal componentacross multiple systems. HTI's objective is
in the warhead and aft section. Physical reto break away from the traditional vertical
striction may not be the only problem; olderstovepipe approach to system acquisition. It
generation systems normally had restrictegbrovides a method to simultaneously inte-
architecture and limited modularity. Newer grate and field new technologies across plat-
systems, driven by greater complexity andorms by a method of component level up-
lower rates of production, tend to offer agrades and modifications. This concept may
more open architecture and modular desigmot be new but current HTI programs have
brought integration to a higher level than any
New Trends in Modifications and Up- previous Army attempt. HTI systems in-
grades crease operability across the force structure.
They have lower overall development cost
The Army, in an effort to maximize its lim- than individual programs because the devel-
ited modernization dollars, has initiated threeopment costs are shared by multiple plat-

KIT CONCEPT

WEAPON
SYSTEM
PLATFORM

COMMON
ACROSS

WEAPON
SYSTEM

Figure 3-7. HTI Kit Concept
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forms. The commonality of HTI componentsthe IM at the National Inventory Control
reduce procurement cost by affording econoPoint to manage the future availability of
mies of scale on the common componentspares. DBOF funding may be selectively
Fielding a common subsystem reduces opused to apply “state of practice” technology
erational and support cost by allowing stan-as long as the change does not enhance per-
dardization of components, simplified main-formance or capability. The IM can use this
tenance and more efficient use of personngdrocess to eliminate high cost, high mainte-
by concentrating critical operator and sup-nance, obsolete, unique and/or long-lead
port skills. time components. This program began three

years ago but low funding levels prevent its
HTI is not a panacea. It is difficult to coor- fullimplementation. During this POM cycle,
dinate multiple components over multiple a recent U.S. Army Audit Agency report re-
platforms with a stove pipe managementvitalized the program. The report shows the
structure. PMs are chartered to manage theireed for a system to level the playing field
individual program. Breaking this paradigm for O&S based modifications and upgrades.
is the most challenging part of HTI. The Currently, O&S based modifications and
PEOs have become even more importanipgrades do not compete on equal terms for
because of their ability to look across sys{funding with performance-based improve-
tems. In addition, HTI programs may not ment* Both PMs and CBTDEVs are, for
achieve the projected Research, Developthe most part, focusing on winning the war
ment and Acquisition (RDA) cost savings. not on savings in future years. Prior to
Life-cycle savings should be achieved byOSCR, PMs were forced to use scarce RDA
common components but the initial cost ofdollars to achieve long-term savings of OMA
platform integration has shown to be higherollars, of which they had no control. The
than planne& Though HTI will be difficult, OSCR program removes this disincentive for
it may be the Army’s only way to incorpo- the PM by funding the investment in O&S
rate leading edge technologies across mukost improvement.
tiple systems.

Warfighting Rapid Acquisition Program
OSCR is an Army program focused on re{WRAP) is the newest of the Army’s pro-
ducing operating and support(O&S) costsgrams with the goal of putting modern
The Army spends nearly half its budget, di-equipment in the hands of the soldier.
rectly or indirectly, on the O&S of its mis- WRAP is a process designed to accelerate
sion equipment2 These include the cost of procurement of equipment that was success-
items ranging from spare and repair parts foful in a BL Advanced Warfighting Experi-
equipment to the facilities and people in-ment (AWE). One purpose of WRAP is to
volved in training operators and mechanicsintegrate product and process design, tak-
OSCR provides a procedure for submittinging AWE validated concepts to an abbrevi-
unfunded O&S cost reduction initiees to  ated development cycle. The Battle Tech-
HQ, Army Materiel Command, or DA. OSCR nology Team is key to this transition. The
programs may range from focusing the techteam consists of the Chief BL, advance con-
nology base on a generic costs’ drivers to tecteept manager, tester, cost analysts, program
nology insertion (TI) in defense business opanalysts and contracting. The team is re-
erations fund (DBOF) processes at componer#ponsible for preparing the management
levels.Each Tl in the DBOF process allows plan using a streamlined acquisition ap-
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Figure 3-8. The Battle Tech Process

proach. If successful in AWE, the programogy and rapidly transition it into an acceler-
is forwarded to the WRAP Council for ap- ated acquisition program.

proval. This executive level documentation

contains the programs’ vital objectives, Summary

TRADOC approved requirement, technical

approach, critical events, transition options,The Army’s modification and upgrade pro-
schedule, funding and participants. Thiscesses are still evolving and benefiting from
document can be no longer than 25 pagescquisition reform. The drive to lower the
The WRAP council is co-chaired by the milestone decision authority should reduce
DCSOPS and Military Deputy to Assistant development time and documentation load
Secretary of the Army (Research, Develop-on the PM. New processes such as HTI,
ment and Acquisition). The council consistsOSCR, and WRAP provide opportunities to
of the senior members of testing, logistic,reduce life-cycle costs and quickly provide
financial management, operational and RDAnew technology to the soldier. The lack of
communities. The council reviews the re-new starts has driven weapon design to fo-
guirement, commits resource, approves theus more on open architecture and modular
strategy, designates PEO/PM and assignsomponents in an effort to achieve these re-
milestone entry point. The goal of the pro-quired improvements. Reductions in RDA
gram is to take an AWE validated technol-funding have forced the Army to focus the

3-14



modernization and S&T effort. In the past, cesses are designed to prevent this from hap-
modifications and upgrades were appliedpening. In today’s environment, the PM must
without user input! These improved pro- never forget whom he supports, the soldier.
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